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CONTENT  ANALYSIS:  VOLUNTEERED  COtfPnS  ON  NOVEMBER  1977  OFFICER  EDUCATION 
AND  TRAINING  SURVEY 


BACKGROUND  AND  PURPOSE 


The  Department  of  the  Army  conducted  a  questionnaire  survey  of 
samples  of  officers  and  warrant  officers  to  obtain  their  attitudes 
and  perceptions  on  Army  officer  education  and  training  policies.  This 
survey,  conducted  in  Nov est>er  1977,  nailed  to  about  14,500  officers 
and  warrant  officers,  produced  about  7 BOO  responses, 

a.  The  officer  version  of  the  survey  consisted  of  a  series  of 
questions  on  the  backgrotmd  characteristics  of  the  respondent,  followed 
by  ninety-three  questions  on  experiences,  aspirations,  and  attitudes 
about  the  career  progression  system,  with  multiple  alternatives  from 
which  the  respondent  wee  to  select  the  most  appropriate.  The  warrant 
officer  vereim  consisted  of  a  similar  series  of  questions  on  background 
characteristics,  followed  by  eighty-seven  questions  about  ths  warrant 
officer  system,  with  «iltiple  alternatives,  but  relevant  to  the  warrant 
officer  experiences,  aspirations  and  attitudes. 

b.  In  addition  to  the  collation  of  the  queetlon  portion  of  the 
survey,  respondents  were  afforded  opportunity  for  free  comwnt  on  any 
aspect  of  the  educst ion  and  training  system  which  they  felt  had  not  been 
adequately  addressed,  or  to  expsno  and  explain  their  answers  to  specific 
questions.  Of  the  7800  returns,  about  2400  officers  and  about  1100 
warrant  officers  responded  with  additional  cosawnte. 


The  Krmy  Research  Institute  was  requested  to  provide  Technical 
Advisory  Service  to  ths  quest lonnalre  proponents  in  the  interpretation 
of  these  subjective  comments  through  content  analysis;  subject  categories 
were  developed;  tebuletlons  wars  mads  of  frequency  of  comment  in  these 
categories;  and  Interpretation  of  results  reported.  This  analysis  will 
supplement  those  analyses  'aids  by  the  proponent  agency.^ 


PROCEDURE 

Ths  separation  of  ths  comments  from  ths  quest lonnalre  data  precluded 
opportunity  to  relate  the  volunteered  consents  to  the  individual  res¬ 
pondents.  Thus,  no  analyses  can  be  made  in  terms  of  the  respondents' 
background  chat sctsrlst les,  experiences,  end  attitudes  as  recorded  in 
answer  to  the  specific  queatlooa.  The  analyses  era  constrained  to 
frequency  of  volunteered  responses  in  categories  end  cress-tabulations 
among  these  categories. 


1  The  authors  wish  to  acknowledge  professional  support  in  the  analyses 
and  integration  of  the  results,  from  Major  Richard  F.  Bsli,\0r‘. i. 
Ilnur  r.  V  - 

Co^>utsr  support  and  analyses  wars  provided  by  Mr.  Stanley  A.  Pewlovskl , 
AR1. 


Two  research  tcaae,  each  working  Independently,  first  reviewed 
a  saaple  of  comaenta,  separately  for  officers  and  for  warrant  officers. 
Proa  this  review,  each  teaa  developed  a  set  of  content  categories  and 
response  alternatives  for  each  category.  The  t ease  then  dlscuatod  their 
separate  results  and  developed  an  expanded  and  refined  content  classi¬ 
fication  achome. 

Two  couplet ely  renders  i  ample*'  for  officers  (N*1S0  each)  and  for 
warrant  officers  (N"100  each)  were  drawn  froe  the  respective  populetlons 
of  returned  coament*.  Each  teaa  then  utilised  one  saaple  froa  each 
grojp,  reviewed  eech  comeent,  classified  It  against  the  content  echeae 
end  recorded  It  In  the  appropriate  categories.  Staples  ware  then 
exchanged  between  t eaaa,  without  discussion  of  results ,  and  the  proce¬ 
dure  Iterated,  so  that  each  cossaent  in  the  saaples  wee  subject  to  two 
separate  Independent  analyses. 

Independence  between  coding  team  and  their  consistency  of 
lnterpretetlon  were  of  research  concern  In  these  analyses .  Thus, 

Indices  of  lnter-teaa  agreement.  and  lntra-teaa  agraeaent  between  first 
and  second  aaaple  analyse#  were  computed  to  establish  a  degree  of 
confidence  in  the  Banner  of  interpretation  and  class  1 f feet  ion  of  theae 
data.  These  comparisons  were: 

e.  First  teaa  coapared  with  second  teaa  results  (lnter-teaa  agree¬ 
ment  ) . 

b.  lntra-teaa:  first  respondent  saaple  results,  coapared  with 
second  respondent  saaple  results. 

The  indices  so  coaputed  —  while  not  so  rigorously  defined  or 
computed  as  to  aeet  the  definition  of  "reliability  coefficients"  — 
produced  e  high  level  of  agreement. 

RESULTS 

Relatively  small  frequency  tabulation#  occurred  on  each  dimen¬ 
sion  ss  expected  due  to  the  nature  of  the  open-ended  question.  Host 
respondents  did  not  coaent ;  of  those  who  did,  the  comments  dealt  only 
with  those  particular  Items  which  thay  felt  the  questionnaire  did 
not  adequately  address.  Since  there  were  so  many  possible  alternatives , 
it  la  not  surprising  that  most  lteas  wars  not  sent  toned  in  high  frequency 
auong  the  respondent  total,  even  with  a  pool  of  >00  officer  and  200 
warrant  officer  responses  to  consider.  Analysis  of  the  open-ended 
responses  had  bean  performed  In  two  stages:  descriptive  analysis  of 
Items  frequencies,  end  contingency  table  analyses  of  selected  Items. 
Analyses  wars  performed  separately  for  officers  and  warrant  officers. 

The  descriptive  analysis  is  organised  into  the  following  gamers! 
categories:  Satisfaction  with  and  commitment  to  tbs  Army ,  Offlcar 
Personnel  Management  System  (OPMi),  Career  Progression  Inequities, 
Assignment /Counsel log.  Training,  Alternate  specialty  and  Civilian 
Education.  Vlthln  these  catagorlaa  the  results  were  as  follnra. 
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SATISFACTION  WITH  AND  COWITTCNT  TO  THE  ARMY 


Within  this  category,  221  of  th*  responses  Included  a  coaatnt  con¬ 
cerning  coemltment  to  the  Anay.  Of  thla  group,  more  than  half  (561)  ware 
evaluated  aa  "Individual-oriented"  rather  than  oriented  to  the  Ar my. 

Among  the  warrant  offlcera,  only  121  Included  a  cement  relative  to  their 
comadtment  and  701  of  theae  were  "lndlvldual-orlented". 

Responses  were  alao  claealfled  In  terms  of  the  level  ot  fruatratlon 
aa  evidenced  bv  the  open-ended  reaponeea.  Nineteen  per  cent  of  the 
offlcera  rcaponded  on  thla  dlmenalon  and  691  of  thoae  reflected  either 
frustrated  and  critical  attltudea  or  completely  fruat rated  attltudea 
towards  rhe  Army  career  ayatem;  only  61  did  not  appear  critical.  Ten 
per  cent  cf  the  warrant  offlcera  were  coded  as  frustrated. 

The  data  were  analyzed  In  terma  of  the  respondents'  view  of  the 
Army's  organizational  structure  (the  Army  viewed  aa  a  corporation  con¬ 
trasted  to  a  fraternal  organization).  Nineteen  per  cent  of  the  offlcera 
rcaponded  In  this  manner,  of  thla  group,  811  consented  on  the  corporate 
features  of  the  Army  that  they  disliked.  Although  fewer  warrant  officers 
included  such  a  comment  (9X),  the  propurtlon  expressing  dislike  of  the 
corporate  features  waa  very  similar.  Very  few  officers  (51)  commented 
■bout  the  quality  of  leadership  and  supervision  that  they  had  experienced, 
but  those  who  did  respond  were  overwhelmingly  negative.  Even  fewer  warrant 
officers  consented  on  this  point,  and  again  the  comments  were  mainly  negative. 

OFFICER  PERSONNEL  HAN A  CEMENT  SYSTEM  (OPMS) 

Responses  concerning  OPMS  were  coded  for  cossaenta  about  goals.  Imple¬ 
mentation,  objectives,  system  focus,  and  rewerde.  Seventeen  per  cent  of 
the  offlcera  made  a  coaaaent  concerning  the  relationship  between  OPMS 
goals  and  the  system  ae  It  la  lapis  men ted,  end  96X  of  them  felt  that  the 
eyetem  does  not  support  the  goals.  Ten  per  cent  of  the  officers  commented 
about  the  focus  of  the  OPMS  eyetem  and  the  responses  are  split  as  to  whether 
the  system  Is  too  generalized  or  too  specialized.  Sixty-two  per  cent  of 
the  offlcera  thought  that  the  ayatem  la  too  generalized.  Many  respondents 
(15X)  criticized  OPIC  for  rewarding  "yes"  men  and  "ticket  punching." 

CAREER  PROGRESSION  INEQUITIES 

Pour  types  of  career  progression  complaints  surfaced  in  the  responses 
to  tha  open-ended  question.  These  concerned  promotions,  selection  for 
schools,  OERa ,  and  tha  opportunity  to  attend  graduate  school.  The 
response  frequencies  were: 
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Officers 


Warrant  Officcre 


Pro mot  Iona 

17. 5X 

12. IX 

School  Selection 

11.2 

10.0 

OER 

9.2 

A.  7 

Craduate  School  Opportunity 

6.5 

0.8 

Coaplalnte  In  the  proaction  category  produced  significant  objections 
ro  the  "up  or  out"  requirement;  In  the  Army  schools  category,  the 
opinion  that  selection  was  a  "ticket  punch"  rather  than  a  verified  require¬ 
ment;  OERa  as  Inadequate  vehicles  for  the  administrative  weight  they 
attain;  and  graduate  school  as  poorly  correlated  with  defined  Army  needs, 
rather  as  opportunity  for  post -Army  career. 

ASSIGNMENT/ COUNSELING 

In  general,  both  the  officers  and  warrant  officers  showed  a  very 
small  percentage  that  felt  that  progression  opportunities  were  hurt  b ti¬ 
cs  use  of  specialties  that  hampered  promotion.  A  very  small  percentage 
consented  about  administrative  slippage  In  assignments.  However,  20Z 
of  the  officers  and  21X  of  the  warrant  officers  commented  about  assignment/ 
counseling  policies,  and  In  both  groups  the  coatnti  were  overwhelmingly 
negative.  Of  those  who  commented,  93X  of  the  officers  and  97X  of  the 
warrant  officers  said  that  the  policies  wars  poor. 

In  terms  of  the  execution  of  th'  assignment /counsel  1 ng  system,  17X 
of  the  offlcere  and  21Z  of  th*  variant  officers  wars  found  to  have  a 
comment.  Again  the  trend  la  that  moat  respondents  --  99Z  of  the  offi¬ 
cers  and  I 00 X  of  the  warrant  officers  --  had  a  complaint  about  the 
execution  of  the  system.  Vary  few  responses  Indicated  e  complaint  about 
pareonnal  In  the  Assignment /Counseling  syetem.  Six  per  cent  of  the  officers 
and  3X  of  the  warrant  officers  Indicated  negative  experience  with  counsel¬ 
ing  personnel.  Even  fewer  responses  Indicated  thet  poor  information  about 
their  career  had  bean  received. 

TRAINING 

The  moet  obvious  conclusion  concerning  training  la  thnt  there 
la  not  enough  of  It.  Eleven  per  cant  of  the  offlcera  and  21X  of  the 
warrant  officers  said  that  they  needed  more  training.  Soma  responses 
concerned  the  training  that  they  had  received  in  mil Italy  schools. 

Eleven  par  cant  of  the  officers  and  6X  of  the  warrant  officers  made 
comments  relative  to  the  amount  of  specialisation  apparent  In  the 
training  that  they  had  undergone.  Sixty-nin«  percent  of  the  offlcere 
thought  thet  the  training  should  be  more  specialised,  while  the  per¬ 
centage  for  the  warrant  officers  was  even  higher  (91X). 

Of  those  offlcera  and  warrant  offlcere  who  coMented  about  on-the- 
job  training  (81  of  the  offlcere  end  7X  of  the  warrant  officers),  most 
wanted  more  on-the-job  training  (OJT).  Although  relatively  few  res¬ 
ponses  Included  a  co^arlson  between  Army  school  training  and  OJT , 
those  thet  made  such  co^arlaooa  felt  that  OJT  waa  of  more  utility. 
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A  mmber  of  roaponaaa  Indicated  that  they  had  not  uaod  thalr 
training  In  thalr  job.  Mina  par  cant  of  tha  offlcara  and  7X  of  tha 
warrant  offlcara  aada  thla  cowant.  Although  aoat  raaponaaa  warn  not 
dlractad  toward  i  iwal  1  naaa  of  Any  training,  7X  of  tha  offlcara  and 
alaoai  7X  of  tha  warrant  offlcara  fait  that  training  waa  of farad  to  than 
althar  too  aarly  or  too  lata  In  thalr  caraar.  A  cowoo  auggaatlon  from 
the  warrant  offlcara  waa  fcr  a  apacific  orientation  prograft  at  tha  tlaa 
of  appolntaant,  and  aora  fraquant  ftllltary  school  training.  Tha  quastion 
of  qualifying  examinations  waa  aoftatlaoa  ralaad  but  opinlona  both  pro  and 
con  wara  presented  with  about  tha  aaaa  frequency.  Frequencies  are  not 
available  as  this  question  waa  not  one  of  tha  tabulated  ltaaa. 

ALTERNATE  SPECIAL TT 

Vary  few  response*  regarding  alternate  specialty  designation  ware 
found.  Fewer  than  6X  of  tha  aaapla  responded  to  any  of  tha  questions  in 
this  category.  Further  analyses,  therefore,  ware  not  pursued. 

CIVILIAN  EDUCATION 

Eighteen  par  cant  of  both  offlcara  and  warrant  officers  coament ad  on 
tha  value  of  civilian  education.  Nearly  64X  of  tha  officers  and  III  of 
tha  warrant  offlcara  considered  civilian  sducatlcn  valuable.  However, 
while  accepting  tha  value  of  tha  aducatlon  thasa  respondents  felt  tha 
ecg>haele  placed  on  civilian  aducatlon  waa  ovaratrasaed  for  promotion 
purposes.  Cowant  a  t  roe  12X  of  tha  offlcara  and  a  similar  percentage 
fro*  warrant  offlcara  ravaalad  a  difference  of  opinion.  For  axaapla,  of 
tha  offlccrc  responding,  68X  felt  civilian  aducatlon  waa  overeaphaalzed , 
while  only  381  of  tha  warrant  offlcara  thought  civilian  aducatlon  waa 
overemphasised.  Many  of  tha  warrant  offlcara  who  fait  civilian  aduca¬ 
tlon  waa  unde raaphaal sad  felt  tha  Anqy  should  offer  encouragement  to 
coaplece  a  bachelor  degree.  Sosa  offlcara  apsclflsd  that  tha  Issue  waa 
not  whether  there  ahould  be  aora  aducatlon  but  how  to  find  tlaa  In  their 
long  and  exhausting  work  schedule  that  could  be  aparad  for  althar 
resident  or  non-realdent  educational  purposas.  Several  recowended 
strongly  that  a  regular  tlaa  be  eat  aside,  perhaps  on  a  monthly  basis, 
for  officers'  professional  grtwth.  During  this  tlaa  offlcara  would  have 
the  opportunity  to  discuss  thalr  autual  problems  with  each  other,  and 
to  learn  how  to  daal  with  thaa  hatter. 

SPECIFIC  WARRANT  OFFICER  REACTIONS 

A  nuaber  of  cowanta  specific  to  warrant  offlcara  wars  coded  only 
for  thaa.  Rina  par  cant  aantlonad  that  they  thought  that  thalr  seal fo¬ 
ment  lo  1 neons Latent  with  tbslr  rank.  Five  par  cant  fait  that  a  aacoad- 
ary  NOS  assignment  degrades  thalr  primary  oktll.  Soma  (KX)  complained 
that  they  are  not  always  viewed  ae  a  "real"  officer,  aad  7X  said  that 
thara  la  too  llttla  distinction  ba tween  the  warrant  officer  tanka. 
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CONTINGENCY  TABLE  ANALYSIS 


In  order  to  uteit  relet  lonehlpe  between  iom  of  the  coaenci,  con¬ 
tingency  tables  were  constructed  to  Investigate  whether  sost  remarks  were 
related  to  others.  It  was  hypothesised  that  remarks  In  different  specific 
areas  were  made  by  the  asms  Individuals.  For  Instance ,  It  was  discovered 
that  most  (881)  of  the  "lndlvldual-orlented”  officers  also  responded  about 
the  "bad-corporate"  features  of  the  Amy .  Host  of  the  co^lalnta  about 
proaotlona  were  made  by  the  "Individual-oriented"  (62X),  with  school  sel¬ 
ection  coaplalnte  shoving  a  slightly  lower  percentage  (61X).  Eighty-three 
per  cent  of  the  coaplalnte  about  the  opportunity  to  attend  graduate  school 
come  from  the  "Individual-oriented"  rather  then  the  Angy  oriented  res¬ 
pondent  . 

The  same  type  of  analysis  was  done  compering  those  who  thought  the 
Assignment /Counsel lng  system  policies  ere  good  with  those  who  thought 
they  are  bed.  Looking  at  those  who  thought  that  OPHS  objectives  should 
be  changed,  contingency  table  analyses  revealed  that  98X  of  those  who 
thought  OPHS  object Ivea  should  be  changed  also  thought  that  ths  Assign¬ 
ment  /Counsel lng  policies  were  poor.  Such  a  relationship  Is  not  presen¬ 
ted  as  a  "surprise"  finding,  but  confirmatory  of  the  criticism  of  OPUS. 
This  same  group  also  represented  931  of  those  who  complained  about  the 
tlmllneaa  of  Army  school  selection.  Those  who  coaplalned  about  the 
tlmllnaas  of  Army  schooling  also  tended  to  think  that  the  corporate 
features  of  the  Army  are  bad.  And  those  who  thought  that  Army  school 
was  not  timely  also  said  that  they  did  not  use  their  training  In  their 
Job. 


Contingency  table  anelyats  reveals  that  thoae  who  aald  that  the 
Assignment /Counsel lng  policies  were  poor  also  said  that  the  laplementet- 
lon  of  OPHS  Is  not  supportive  of  Its  goals. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Through  the  survey  underteken  at  tha  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Staff,  Army/j)  representative  sample  of  coatlsaioned  officers  and 
warrant  officers  were  given  an  opportunity,  not  frequently  evalleble^-to 
express  thslr  fsellnga  and  concerns  about  some  key  Issues  In  their 
military  career.  In  addition  to  answering  standardised  questions  con¬ 
cerning  education  end  training,  respondent#  were  Invited  to  comsent 
freely,  end  anonymously ,  about  their  experiences,  expectet lone ,  end 
suggestions  regarding  offlcar  education  and  training.  .  Thirty  ont  par 
cent  of  the  officers  took  advantaga  of  this  opportunity  and  offared  c omenta. 
The  majority  of  the  cements  could  be  classified  as  critical  of  some 
aspect  of  the  Army  system  of  education  and  treinlng,  but  leas 
?  ehan/twenty  pee  sent  expressed  overall  dissatisfaction  with  tha  Army. 

Thus,  in  addition  eo  tha  coo tent  analyses  dona  for  this  report,  It  le 
considered  thee  a  random  aampla  of  the  eoMants  recalvad  In  this  surrey 
might  be  profitably  raad/ reviewed  within  the  Army  staff  for  their  vnlue 
in  providing  new  Insights  on  policy. 
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Interpretation  of  these  data,  together  with  the  conclusions, 
should  be  teepered  by  the  knowledge  that  what  was  analysed  was  an  open- 
anded  question  that  solicited  <1)  an  expansion  or  explanation  of  pre¬ 
vious  answers,  or  (2)  consents  about  things  not  asked  In  the  question¬ 
naire.  Many  were  one  of  a  kind  and,  therefore,  nsanlngless  for  tabula¬ 
tion  purpoaea.  Additionally,  thara  Is  no  way  to  know  the  feelings  of 
the  59X  who  offered  no  consents  on  the  questionnaires  they  returned  or 
of  the  group  (alaost  half)  who  did  not  return  the  questionnaire  they  re¬ 
ceived.  Conceivably  thair  attitude  could  range  from  perfectly  happy,  don't 
change  a  thing  to  everything  la  so  bad  with  the  Arwy  that  there's  no  use 
trying  to  tell  then. 

The  questionnaire  Itself  generated  consents  fron  18X  of  the 
officers  and  nearly  Chat  percentage  of  the  warrant  officers.  Although 
26X  of  the  officers  respondents  stipulated  that  the  questionnaire  was 
useful,  it  should  not  surprise  anyone  that  noat  of  the  other  consents 
were  negative.  This  type  of  question,  at  the  end  of  the  questionnaire 
probing  a  sensitive  area  of  social  experience,  usually  draws  nostly  nega¬ 
tive  responses.  Therefore,  one  general list  Ion  which  nay  be  wade  from  this 
analysis  Is  that  nost  areas  of  responses  —  OPMS,  training,  education, 
etc.  —  werr  Mentioned  on  about  40X  of  thosa  who  responded  with  consents, 
and  represented  less  than  20X  of  the  questionnaires  returned.  t  ^  ^ 
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>  0f  th®  seven  broad  categorieaj  of  career* concern! ,  "the  areas  that'"  '  — ^ 

are  Mentioned  Most  frequently  araVOPMS-and  the  Assignaent/Counsellng 
system.  Many  officers  and  warrant  officers  said  that  sore  training  is 
desirable.  Civilian  education  Is  thought  to  be  valuable  but  the 
officers  feel  that  civilian  education  should  not  have  quite  as  auch 

placed  on  It  and  the  warrant  officers  feel  they  need  More  than 
the  aystea  allows  for. 
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